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'This report 1s baged on the work of ten consultants :to -the’ ,
National Institute of Education and the 'National Coun¢il on Educational.
Research, The group -came together at the request of the Acting Director
of .the Institute and thé National Council in March 1975, to review edu-’
cation research-and develppmeqt (R&D) funding policles now in effect. . ¥
and_proposed for the near future. The review was for the purpose of
evaluating the impact of such policies on the nation's educatiog~R&D’;

. systefi, with special refe ence to the reglonal education laboratories'k
and research and development centéis established by thé government in‘gx
»qbe 19608. - . . ' .« - R o . l‘\':

This was a. substantial charge, -and ararious data-collection gnd .
analysis aspects:of it merit extensive continuing attention withi , ‘
the Institute, as we suggest in, our récommendafions. fore time than '&
the three months available.to the consultants would have permitted a =
more comprehensive survey of NIE's funding policies and poséibly more g

? accurate predictiors of their -consequences. We have attempted to Ey
relase the palfcy directions we gee to certain data available on L
réseafch and’development in education,‘éhd to other information we (AR
gathered. But in the’end, we have relied on the judgment, of the . o
consultants td interpret the probable impact of present policies and
to' make recommendations for ifmprovement.
&, 13 < .
N A good many “people have pelped us in the course of!our'inquiry;
. Staff at a'number of education R&D organizations, including several
regéonal'laboratories agz research and development centers, took time

*

to confer with us-du ingl visits. Sixteen labs and centers generously
‘provided extensive ahd
Several dozen kilowledgeable people across the country shared with, us
in writing theM own analyses of present policies in education R&D
funding. The Acting Director of NIE and many of his staff mét with
us, graciously accommodating our requests for early morning or evening
hours beyond the call of duty. The New York Staté Department of
AEducatién handled the printing,.distribution, and receipt of a ques-
tionnaire quickly and skillfully, for which we thank our consultant
colleague- Ewald Nyquist. *= . . s o

ndid written responses to questions we posed.

1

I am pleased to acknowledge'algo Qpe-cohsultants' appreciation . :
of the contributions made by our Executive Secretary, Frederick (Fritz)
Mulhauser, and his associate, Maureén Treacy. Without thelr excellent-

technical assistance, the work of our group would have been much more
- 6 . . * . . .

»
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difficult. The, support, of other sEaff in the 6issem@patipn and -
Resources Group at NIE is also acknowledged.. Thefconsultants alone,
of course, are.responsible for the content and style of this report.

As a group, we find ourselves stronger NIE supporters nosithan
when we began. Even so, there are a number of steps NIE .can take
which in our view will make its funding,pqiicies more effective and
we have tried to speak frankly about thégse steps. The report which

. follows represents a synthesis of the viiws of ten consultants.

., ~ " From the beginmIng it was agreed that any consultant might

provide an individudl statement which would supplement or differ

from the synthesis of the others' views. Sam D. Sieber gave us one

such. paper, on the design requirements of the research and development

system, which we include as Appendix A. o

4 A}

©

drafts of this report. : )
We appreciate the opportunity to examine "the funding policies of
‘sthe Institute, and the" openness of its.leaders, staff, and contractors
to our inquiry. We trust our conclusions and” recommendations will be
\ found useful to the Director, the National’Council, and others con-
cerned with improving education through research and developmgnt.

&

.

Roald F. Campbell
Principal Consultant -
Q ‘ . 4
T
-~
, .

I am most grateful to my colleagues for their patiént,reviews.dfp .
-, .




CHARGE .TO THE CONSULTANTS
AND PROCEDURES

{«

a
o'.
.

\

In a memorandum to the National Council on Educational Research
» dated April 4, 1%75, Acting NIE Director Emeison Elliott outlined the
purpose of the consultants' work. We were to glve our advice to both
the: Institute and the.Council about "alternative policies which the
Institute might adopt: for funding education R&D hcti{fties." Within
- this extremely‘broad general mandate, we were\to giv "special atten-—
tion" to the regional educational laﬁoratories and research and
development ceEZers established by the Federal :Vernment in the
AEBt decade. liott further amplified the charge:
{ g g “\\
This advice wi%l be *based pn!a’review“of»NIE\funding-policies
and their effects on various R&D performers and will further .
be based on the consultants' assessment of: - )

g' oK .3 (1) the .existing capacity within the nation for high quality
educational research and development; '
¥ . . :
(2) the past relationship of various federal funding policies
‘ to thé maintenance and improvement of research and develop-
ment capacity—;to meet both current and projected needs; .
(3) the potential effects of alternative NIE funding poliéies
' on the maintenance and improvémentvof“SUCh capacity; qu
(4) the relative advanéages and risks of ‘principal alternative
funding policies. T, \ S
The memorandum explained part of the motivation for the study by
reviewing the history of scarce funds and sharply'beusséd programs
within the NIE, and the resulting likelihood that some previously-
supported R&D institutions "will not receive NIE funds equal to past /
levels of Federal suﬁbort (i.e., their capacity will be underutilized"
by NIE)...The question then arises whether capacity not now being util-
dzed by NIE and other fundi&g sources under their. current priorities is
of such value to the education community that it needs to~be. preserved
through extraordinary efforts.”- Mr. Elliott also, stressed to the Council
the Institute's concern’ to establish and maintain an effective educgtion
~+  "R&p sii&:m" as called for by the authorizing law, and the Instituﬂ%’g
Fi need for ‘\advice on the effects of its policies on the system. He noted
the particular concerns of the regional laboratories and 'R&D centers, .

which believe that the current Institute plans for Fiscal Year (FY) 1976

.
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will in some ways damage .their capabilities to the dgtrimqu)of the .
natiq&'E,R&D efé?rt. .

For the consultants, Roald Campbell attempted at én Abril 4
meeting with the Council to make clear that the charge was very broad
and that the time available would ,permit judgment”and advice ‘based

~ chiefly on experience and general knowledge, rather than extensive

fresh survey of the state of the nation's education R&D. The Council
joined the Acting Director in expressing suppoft for the censultants'
work. = . '

- »
"

»

' . .

IJ\QQV y out the cgarge, the ten consultants determined to use -
the follb%??g procedure&? : '

1. Meet'in pergson with NIE management, program sta§f, and
selécted project officers; commission,a review staff
of present NIE policies and their context; solicit in
wrig}ng the Vi:;} of NIE staff.

4 2. " Meet with laboratory and R&D genterudirectors in person,
' + make visits,to selected institutions, agd gather further
information from all labs and centers by a questionnaire.
¢ L
- AN
3. Meethin person with representatives of groups which have )
interests in education R&D, including teachers, researchers,
teacher-~educators, administrators, Congressional staff, and
staff of other Federal ag@ncies.
4. Solicit in writing'the vfﬁys of 1ndividuals knowledgeable
about R&D and related areds. g P
5. Visit selected R&D-performing institutions 6ther than.
Federally-created laboratories and centers, and others that
were at one time laboratories and centers, but have ceased
to have major Federal support.
~_

6. Review selected literature on education RéD generally, and
the Federal role in the field. ‘ '

Two weeks after the initial meeting with the.NIE Dirgctpr and

oratories, R&D centegs, and the Executive Director of' the Council for
ucatidnal Development 'and Research (CEDaR) at Chicmgo, April 18. At

that same time, the consultants reviewed the staff aper on the present
policies of the Institute, and, the context of poliﬁy—making. In the
following month, to begiﬁ assessing the state of present capacity for
R&D, consultants visited' eleven R&D institutions, wrote to over 50
persons in the field, and arranged a variety of meetings with individ-
ugis and groups. During the same period, staff prepared memoranda on
va

J

- Copncil on April 4, the group met with representatives of the regional
lzc

ious subjects requested, and circulated relevant literature.

&

) .
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To gather up-to-date information on the regional laboratorigs and

R&D centers and on the likely impact of NIE policies there, the con-
sultants drafted a questionnaire and reviewed it with the lab/center

« group at Chicago. After further modification, ten questions were -
posed to sixteen institutions. Confidential responses to ome sensitive
question om\strengths and weaknesses of past relations with the NIE
were channeled directly, to one consultant; the rest were analyzed by
staff. (The questionn§§re itself, and summaries of regponses to certain-
questions, are in Appendices B and C.) i

3

For a third meeting on'Mayr22-24, consultants exchanged written
reports on meetings and visits, and circulated replies to correspondence
and questionnaires. - Based on' extensive discussion pf f;ndinés, a draft
of consultants' views was prepared for a fourth meeting at New York,
June 5-6. TFurther conclusions and recommendations were considered at
that time, resulting in additional drafts circulated for review
and comment./

.

"with the Acting Director, and with the newly-appointed Director. In

addition, consultants were briefed about each of the Institute programs

by Associate Directors, and omne consultant interviewed seven project -

officers from different program ‘areas to understand policies at the ﬂ
working level. Consultants also asked each program group to rate cur-— ’
rent work under way M laboratories and centers, as to its quality and
-relevance to the mission’'of the unit. i .

To gather information'about the Institute, the consultants met twice \\

-

Appendix D ing¢ludes a complete 1ist of places visited, persons and
groups met with, and correspondence received.

, The procedures described have given the consultants a three-month
glimpse at the present state of education R&D, including the NIE and
certain performers within that system. Literature such as the draft N
1975 Databook on the status_ of education R&D in the United States has
added a larger perspective. Nevertheless, as stated, in the initial
meetings with the Director and the National Council, the discussion,
_conclusions, and recommendations which follow are based on the consult-
ants' general experience affd contact with Federal agencies, universities,
research and development érganizagioﬂs, state education agencies, and
local school systems, as much.as on new data collected.

zed into four sections of analysis and dis- .

1

Our report is organi

s a

. {
1 & . , ,
W. Paisley and associates, The.Status of Educational Research and
Development in the United States: 1975 Databook (Washington, D.C.: . .

National Institute of Education; pre-publication version, May 1975). ,

o N N T ‘~ J -
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from the discussion in 411 four chapte 8,
which derive from them, are presented in Chapter VI.

of "

cussions and' a final section of conclusions and recbm@enéhtions:
The chapters grow increasingly focusSed, moving from consideration
of the tole of research.geperally in education and the resources .

available for R&D, in Chapters II and III, to discussion &Ff the ,

NIE context and policy in Cﬁgﬁfers IV‘§nd V.
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) : R II . -THE ROLE OF R&D IN & -~
g .. . =~ £ IMPROVING EDUCATION

ﬁ’ Agbroad climate df expectation aboutiresearch generglly, and social
: ence research particularly, affects policy-making within the NIE.. - .~
Hence we feel it 1s useful to begin with some attention to more general -
aspects of the role of research and development in improving educagion. ' = .
In this sectionf, we note seme current voices of pessimism, offer some - .

fields, ~and ené_with our an sense of thi uséfulnegs of the activity s

) of disciplined inquiry. . , ) o -
& . An observer iIn the last few years could note a wave of criticism
. and uncertainty about: research: :
ﬁ ) . . . . . : s

(-]

A recent ménograph sponsored by Ralph Nader attacks the *
.o objectivity and quality of work by the natioh's most pres-
@ tigious scientific body, thefNationaHgAgademy of Sclences.

A vote ‘of the House of Repreéentatives'directs the National
) ‘ .Science Foundation to submit ‘every proposed grant of fuhds
- for Congressional review prior to award: = -
° \Members of Congress have expressed strong coneern Over the
‘'social science R&D contracting procedures throughout the -
. Department of -HEW, and over the support of social studies o
f curriculum work and other social research at the National
- . Science Foundation. - - oo - .
- ¥ ¢
Congress 1is.even beginning to question some heglth‘fesgarch,‘ .
as continued billions invested particularly in cancer studles
seem to have little immediate result. ’ . .
T And at the same time as these' events at’ the Federal level concern-
ing research generally, one could aldo note questions raised in the- edu-
cation community about the .value of ‘educational R&D. Decision-makers ' ° 1
are siid to be pressing for "hard evidence" that new products will "de-
1iver” the results that policy boards are seeking through accountability
y -hchemes?2 Staff within education, as in other human gervices, may be
" coming'to view the results of regsearch as chieflika seriQs of complications
to their professional lives: recommendations for uprooting the structures

o

and personal relatlpnships that once gave éecuflty/within the basic working

explanation?of inevitable difficulties facing R&D in human service ] o

4

units or organizations or even w olesale condemnations of the present‘s§étem o

~  and the urging of its rebuilding in some other form. Such "R&D, resultg"”
~  do not_call forth much support from teachers or other workers in . the field. .
: v  J -
A

g ‘; R For ourselves, we have noted some characteristics of inquiry in
. ’ :




the social or human scienges and charactEristics of. theaeddcation
system the inquiry is aimed at’ helping, which perhaps can give perg

spective on both the inflated hépes of the 1960s’ and the pessimism
of the mid-1970s. S, v

First, in all human,service fields, education included, the de- =~ 7~
mand for purely service, funds always exceeds the available resources. ’
As a result,.money spent for inquiry and development of ideas will
always be suspect,.as a competitor against supplying "the real, needs" K
of children, the elderly the handicapped, or others. Thus, we expect
an inevitable heed for justification, explanation, and attention to

the politics of fdnding Oversight--by Congréss or other funding body-- "
of -how research funds will be spent, and pressure against such spending,
are thus not a temporary condition, but.a permanent fact of life. @

Second, the Amerigan public education system‘is not controlled

*from a single -point, and is sybject to influence from the full

‘spectrum of social forcesw fads ‘and popular thms, caurt decisions - .
‘and evolving legal. pﬁilosophies, incentives created by shifts in mar-
ginal funds available from state or Federal sources; and the deci81ons lL
of thousands of atomistic actors--clients, providers‘ and. controllers ‘e
.of education. Furthermore, in a system so vast ‘as education, even ’
similar units (§chools§gi§tricts, colleges,,state agencies) are,differ-~
ent from each ogher, and\hre chauﬁing and developing at varying rates,
‘under varying pressures. The system characteristics of openness.,, vul-
nerabili;y, and complexity have implications for inquirynactivity

° knowledge will fnevitably be tentative, as the system is. ' - y
constantly changing, and even is altered ,by inquiry into ) Y
ity . , -
e . . o ) S :

~ knowledge will not automatically be universally applic ble, '
) even.to all like-named pieces of the system ("schools " etee);

.inquiry wilI inevitably be seen as a weak tool in a process
of change and impmovement, as so many other forces press on
the system, particularly now the forces of legislation, court

~ .action, and tight money. v . N

‘A third limitation on the usefulness of/inquiry is that even at
its most successful, the results will not be self- —-executing. Actogs
in the educational system have free: 'will to ‘some degree, and have
diverse preferences which they seek to carry out. Thus a research "
finding that certain activities by the teacher can reliably produce
certain results’ in a classroom will require a long chain of deliberate
actiofn to produce results--starting with the question of goals

‘or ends, "Does anyone want to  attain the results we can now reliably ’
produce?"

& N
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Fourth, anot&er consequence of the complexity of the process
being studied in education research is that an enormous range aof kinds

. of inquiry are relevant! We must accept the fact that any one study
or line of research, at any particular time, will yield few '"break-

s*throughs.?¥ Education involves the physiology of eye and brain, the ._
psychology of atteption, memory, and learning, the sociology of peér,.

" group, and organiz ional interactlon, and so on._ .Can any one research
activity be faulted.for not unlocking the whole puzzle, as was literally
possible on some areas of physical science not so long‘ago7

-These four features of inquiry in edugatipn--combine to give us
restrained expectations for the ‘role of research and develepment in
improving schools. Both Congressional and professional observers
of education R&D need to adopt realistic hopes for short-run impacts .

.  of the’enterprise. ‘We all'must moder e the impulse< to rip up
the structure and activity every year»or two if it seems not to
berdelivering rapid improvement. The common %bservation of. the*
"failure" of social programs' of :the 1960s shouldgngé—be allowed to
. lead to hasty pressure'fop catchi ?g up in .areas of niissing knowledge
‘A.crdsh program and accompanying ‘inflated goals is as unrealistic -

-in the .drea of knowledge-production and utilization as in any 4
Jof' the servie¢é programs of ‘an earlier era against poverty or’ other '
problems. . X .

L For the National Institute of Education, we conclude that there *

is a need for the Institute to speak out more forcefully, to lead.

the debate and to express its own ‘goals rather than primarily

reactimg to others. The National Council on Ed gational Research

it seems to us, has made a good start in talking about the - '
reauthorization of NIE. ¢ Their minutes show a concern that the

*NIE not be €xpected to have, solyed the problems of education, but .
rather to have placed a variety of useful ideas and products;:

into channels from which educators can elect to use them. But .

with a new ‘Director, and a full-strength Council in the near )
future, it will be essential to do a great deal more explaining of the
grounds on. which .the NIE wishes to be viewed--through highly-

vigible statements.énd more extensive publications and communications
with ihe field and the Congress

-
o

]
[N

lWe note familiar rhetoric used recently in a news story‘to describe
another "attack” and the subsequent disillusionment. "War on Cancer
¢ Stirs Political Backlash, " New York Times, May 27, 1975, p. 1.

A : ‘A'.V‘- ;. ﬁi
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Having urged. that expectations be clarif¥ied, we reaffirm ‘com-
pletely the wisdom @f Congress and the'Executive Branch in estab-
lishing the Institute, as an important means
car education. Thouglt the Instjitute's life has beer brief, and its
critics.legion, its future potential is fully equal to the Institutes ,
of Health or the Science Foundation, and its stature should be equiva- -
lent. We find the untapped possibilitjes so great, even within moderate
expectations of re’sults both-in the Institute's direct sypport of re-
search and as well in a cobrdinating and planning role for a wide !
- range, of public and private inquiry in education, that we urge  long- .
term authorization. Further, though-we .recognize the current. . :
' tight budget, we urge both the Administration and .the Congress
not to unduly marrow the future authorization of funds. The
", annual- spending ceiling of $80 mtllion in the Administration reauthor-
‘ization bill s far too low, and should be doubled in the first,year
alone. The appropriations process provides a good check on the -actual
expendifure plans; wé see no need to set in the authoriz&ng statute
’ such a restrictive 1imit to the potential activity of the Institute.
We conclude that there are inevitable limits to the role of in—» A
quiry as a tool of educational change, and that these need to be ;
‘,recognized far more than they have been by the Institute, its publics,
and the Congréss. Yet wé also judge that the limits have hardly been’
reached, and that the legal and financialsauthority of the Institute
. should be commensﬁ%ate with the potential and the challenge. In ‘the
next section, we turn to consideration of the resources available to
‘earry out disciplined inquiry into education. ; ,

r e
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Placing the NIE policies) and their impact in a context has
been a key element of ourswork. Our charge from the first has
included spme attempt to assess the "capacity' for high quality -
research and development in education in the country, against which
to test presen;Land Brbposed NIE policy directions. .This capacity

fic and technical personnel in diverse roles of

researchers, deyelopers. It includes the institutions which
house these individuals, agg ‘their varied patterns of structure,
icgntive, and performince. And capacity depends also on the coher-—

‘ence ~or system~quality of the aggregate, the degree to which the

whole 1s greater than the sum of the parts. We begin with some
general impressions we,have fgrmed about the development of edycation

R&D to this point, .then discuss in more detail some éoncerns we “have
about the present supply of skilled people in the field, and the forms

—~ so far used to arrange them. We colclude the section with our assess-—

ment of the relatively weak integradipn or inter-relation of the over-,
all system. . ' ‘ e

’

R Y

; The consultants have been impressed with a number ofsfeatures
af the expansion‘of_the education R&D effort in this country in the
last two decades: ° - : : "

.. I3 ~

*1.  ‘There has been an impressive history of growth of the

régburceéhfor education_R&D,‘iﬂcluding growth in size
~and sbphistigation: ' : .
) LA

’

o

. incrqaégs in funds invested (a trend until recen@ly);
wider range of ‘talent involved in such work;
new people addéd to-the resources €hrough training;

new institutions formed or drawn into education R&D
.. owing to new resources and interest;

emergence0f new technologies and specializations
such as educatjon research management, systematic

product development, and evaluation. .
. 2. . There has been a striking continuity of Federal support for
edﬁtation R&D across five very different administrations—-

from the passgge\of the Cooparative Research Act in 1954 to
the present, leading from the first funds for research, to

.
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creation of new external institutions 1in the laboratories

. and research ¢ nters, and finally,to-qreation of an entirely
. new Federal aggncy, the .NIE.:

- ’ There appears to Be an increasing volume .of .research in- .
formation and educational produdts avallable year by year--

. though not always readily known,’ accessible, or even in
demand. -

. *
4.\ There. 1s steadily Increasing sophistication of study and '
discourse through the work, of social sclentists and others !
/ who~ look beyond the q}assroom, survey experts wh0'can pro-
vide very large samples, analytic techniques to permit
large-scale generalizations and evaluation studigs of a

-decade of éocal and Federal initiatives which can be treated
as field experiments. -

.

The,consultants have a¥so come to share éome less.
ceptions about the present aggregate of R&D
amplified in the rest of this discussion.

positive per- '
resources, which will‘be

L \ - R

1. The numhers of professional and techntcal staff.dqw available"

L . for education R&D are markedly inadequate by a number of
criteria. : '

2. The distribution of R&Dveffort by function and institutional
-bage, as well as“the caordination or system-quality.offthe <
~ whole, léave a great deal to be desired. .

- - % \ )

Staffing

x

o

As the U.S.0ffice of Education's former chief R&D planner wrote

in Science in 1970,;"a'primary element in educational R&D policy “fo-
cusses on how manpower roles and requirements are defined and where .
those kinds of manpower tan be found ."1 Though' there appear to be ¥1ﬁ‘
erally no up-to-date figures on education R&D personnel, extrapolation

of past data and guesses based on professional association memberships
Place the total at about 10,000 People

<

. !

Since this figure no doubt inclpdes‘many éuch as university facuity;

whose primary workhis other than -R&D,. there- may be ‘only 7,000 or 8,000

total person-vears devoted teo education research, development, and dissem-
ination. ' ‘ . . '

"

1

1g, Gideonse,v"PQlfcy Framework .for Educational Reseatch,"
4 December 1970, px ]056. o

N

T

Science,

'zPaisléy, The Status of Educational Research..., Chapter 4, Section C.

Yo -
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Even if this eqtimaﬁe is low, we are convinced .that the absolute
. . numbert are too small. Such a human resource base .is not mnearly large
) eriough for sustaiq?d inquiry to match the complexity, rhn%e, and scope
of the problems in the schools and colleges of the-nation. Several
different criteria suggest this conclusion to us. . Q
v "The inadequate size of theLtotal‘efforf is.dramatized by compari-
sons with research and development in other*areas. Striking differences
quickly are apparent if we make contrasts with the 10,000<person total
work&o;éﬁ\in educational inquiry:

R ° 1In health, the government's lead agency in health R&D, the
National .Instftutes of Health, itself employs over 4,000
scientific R&D staff, and reaches many more through its
1§,000 contracfs and grants to over 1,200 institgtions.

M ]

0 ° ;In energy, a single one of the Atomic Energy Commission
. laboratories typically employs an R&D staff equal to a
) substantial fraction'oflthe‘entire education R&D group.g_

Lo
i h i
g -

oy ® The National Science Foundation collects data on industf%al
R&D which shew that large firms (with ‘more than 10,000 Q_
employees) have 28 '‘R&D scientists and eng{neers per.l,OOO\' '
~ -employeeg, and smaller firms (5,000 to 10,000 employees) L
. o haye 19 per 1,000. Public elementary and secondary:.education
‘ - involves about 2.5 million féaching‘ nd administrative o
. . . embloieeé, for a ratio of less than R&D professionals per, -
1,000 emplqyees.3 . RN

¥

R ' N
' Consideringvﬂhe role of R&P within Federal education policy, tﬁef o
manpower. seems inadequate also. In the last few years, policy-makers
" have described the Federal role in two ways. First, the government °

1Ba@iéAData Relating to the National Institutes of Health: 1975 (Wash-
B o inﬁton, DeCo: NIH, Febl.'uary, 19,75) s~Pe 45, = — - =

Office, gives the estimated employment of scientific and technical 'staff
_oratory, 2,400, b

3National Patterns of R&D Resources: Funds and Manpower in the U.S.
1953-1974 _(Washington; D.C.: National Science Foundation, 1974), p. 11.
On’ teachers, The Condition of Education (Washington, D.C.: National °
Center for Educational Statistics, 1975), p. 173. C SN

2The Energy Research and Development Administration,—Puble Information -

at Argonne National Laboratory at 2,500, and at quokhaven National Lab-
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leads through seed money -or the creation of ‘incentives for, atten-
tion to neglected groups and issues through categorical grant pro-

grams. Second, it will strengthen the foundatiéns-of education

through support of research, development, and di‘sgemination of .+ Teew

improvements in practice. Whether or not this strategy is a wise - ..%

. ] £
: one——for instance, in contrast to increased general aid to education-- ‘ﬁ

its success critically depends on the supply of R&D res8urces. It fﬁ
seems clear that a workforce of the size we see -has hardly multi- 'f
plied to the extent necessary to implement the current Federal pol- e
icy. But we are convinced of the long-run importance of inquiry as '

" a force for improving education, and if its potential efficacy is

undermined in the public ‘and profes®ional mind, thdt will be a major
loss than even‘substantially incxeased general aid programs could
not compensate for. _ ;

.~

4
<
-

Next, the effort.is too small when measured against the decén—

‘tralized and. fragmented character  of the system it is intended to

influence. It is clear -that the production of ‘Yesearch, the develop- "
ment of new ideas and materials, by sdme individuals and groups

 separate from the operating educationssystem is not enough. Publishers,

state,agencies, information systems, journals, and other "linking -
ents'" are, of course, parts of the picture. We agree with NIE that ~
ssemination activity will require substantial, increased investment: -

but beyond that, probably every: large Ssystem mus;/ﬁave its own R&D

capacity no matter what dissemination networks eXist. There are 1,600

school ; districts wikh enrollpents over 6,000 pqpils, and if each were

to’ employ +a minimal R&D group of five, the nition's R&D workforce would

need to be doubled, and we will make several recommendations urging

the Institute to begin to see local and state,education agencies as

R&D performers, not mere recipients or beneficiaries of others' work"

- - ‘ .
ECRRE N . - .

S From these consideratibns, we: do not emerge with a numerical goal
for R&D personnel towards which to’ strive.. Ideally that should. résult
not from'-ad hoc comparisons such as we have made, but from a program—
matic analysis of what must be done, and how .many people of what sorts

. . . &

. ‘ A, R . oo
i ' + o ’ o
lIt .has .been argued that the Workforce in education R&D is at its present,
.8lze "as an accurate reflection ofy the demayd from the market, so that

we are wrong in suggesting an incredse contrary to this natural balance.
We feel the potential of R&D has hardly been given a true test, in view
of the\hrief time it has had substantial support, the primitive nature

of the dissemination system, and the hitherto weak results from much-
‘research. It seems faip to.call for some further subsidy of R&D under

stable conditions ‘of production and field dissemination to at least’

gather further data on the issue ,of demand , . .
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are needed to do it. * We hope -the enlarged capacity for monitoring
'and analyzing the R&D system which we will recommend for NIE cquld
begin to provide the data on which such a'plén: ‘could be built. Such
data include better figurés on ‘the present location and types of
R&D.personnel 'and analysis of policy issues such as how best .to

" strengthen staff, for the functions needing to be performed in the
_presently—underserved places such as. school districts. .

In the absence of such a plan,‘We favor the relatively simple . ,
, approach of providing incentives .to 'ttract the very best quality

and those already established in othe
not set a number of profess1onals to b

“fields. This approach does
\reached at a certain date.

throttles down the 1ncent1ves at some pyint where intuition-and
collective judgment indicate the system 1s getting too large. We
believe this was partly the. h1story‘of' e growth of the natural
scienceg in this country and has wqfked easonably well.

x

i <\"‘l .
‘The nature of the ihcentives is épirly clear, 1ncluding the -
follow1ng elements: Y Y R T\* -

S "X . ey . L . .
Attracting recent graduates int the ﬁield because of
the availability of Jjobs; this is espec1ally poss1ble

in the next decade. owing to the ovefSupply of PhD-trained
: individuals, A éubs*antially increased R&D effort in "* -V
. " education thus can take advantagé ofla gﬁlden opportunity

: to attract some of tife best of: the cﬁrrent crop, of students.

-~

o

° Attracting new students by the traditfbnal fellowship
incentives--though we favor partial sebf-support by each s
student; despite the current Federal-: poXicies against @
fellowships, they are a: 1og1cal outgrowth of our asgument
about the need for growth of staff.

Attracting already-trained persons who are‘now in other
fields, but who coixrld make contributionsidin education R&D.

3 This could be done thﬂough'mid—career edycation, change43
of-field grants, or other incentives thatxsupport and
‘éasq the trans1tion . v e ‘ .
- Yoo v ) oy

Part1cularly in view of our emphasis in later %e tions on the:need = -,

for high-quality work, we find the present staff s1‘
. simply’ inadequate, and we wanted at- the outset of ou

this fact to wide attention SR
I

for edqcatién R&D
asqessment to Call

ﬁ' b

Our judgment as to the

aggregate shortage of R&D professionals does’

_not mean we thefi find all the present people to be of acceptable quality,‘ ‘
-all present institutions worthy of Support, or all R&D functions 1n the1r v
proper balance and relationship We do, in fact, have some more refined {

-~
.t
*

!
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-about the system s
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perceptions as to_, boﬁh the functions and the institutions, and
i ter—relatedness. )

Functions ! L

»
It is difficult to know exaé{ly what functions are presently ¢
performed in what proportions by the R&D workforce. ThHe 1975
Daggbook (referenced earlier) gives, without explaining the

method used; an estimate from one survey, which is shown in e
first column of the table below. We also asked ‘¢ach of the regional
laboratorles and R&D centers to describe each cuprent activity, ‘to
categorize it as to) its major purpose, and to give the number of
professional staff assigned to each project. A tabulatiqn of those

.reports is' shown in’ the second and third columns below.1 ‘

Vi
. . ' -
" B ~ y . -

Distribution of the R&D Workforce .
" fccording to Various Sources

4

— ' __ ‘ S
- . én * 1975 Databook Regional Lab Center N
Type of work Report , ‘Survey, Survey \_
N ~— '.‘ ' . - : ’
Research 33% 10%° 2%
aN S * i - ’ .
Development ) - 50% _ . 61% - " 53% >
% . Diffusion - Dissemination 17% 'ﬂf‘-’\ : 3 67
.k : e -y -

—

. : ’ . LI LR P L P o - -
. - : . . .
¢+ - A e - < !
. . e - P

Despite éross definition problems in- these figures,vthe rank
ordering may be taken for some indication of imbalancé. One set of

. criteria of balance are propoSed in Sieber's paPer in the appendix.

If only in. polltical terms, the present allocations are undesirable,
and in terms of testing the true demand. for R&D. also, the inattention
to dissemination makes for, a weak’ experiment. Thus, whilé we hope .
the research sector can gfow, we hope the dissemination sector can
grow even more and that the development staff can be betyé?‘distribute

+ .
[T 28

. -
L 4

1The_totals in the second and third columns do not add to 100% be-
cause we omitted staff on projects categorized in several domains,

I3

Pad o

o>

and some staff were in work outside R&D completely, such as -training. ,

The figures are obviously weak in another respect, since within a
"development project there may be refearchers, developers, dissem-
inators, S - L

. | A \




On the research side, especially in the areas of morp 'basic studies,
the kind of people who can do good research are rélatively rare.
Therefore, we are not talking about a large increase in this ‘cate-
gory. But in addition, the nature 9f development and disSemination -
activities are, such that they require group and team work, specializa-
tion of functions and divisivn ofclabor, and they must take place in
many diverse locations. , These characteristics set up manpower re-
quirements of much greater magnitudes than in basic research certainly,
and even than in fiost'applied research. And especiaLly if systematic
program analysis and’ development, is increasingly to take place within’
school systems, as we fee} it must, and as state and school-district
leaders tell us they agree, that set of R&D staff’ will need to be ex—

- panded. . - e

¢

o

K3

»
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Institutions .

>

”* Turning, then, to the organlzabisns\nbw.avallable -ag 6ettings
for education research and development, we find an adequat range
¥ existence. Clearly we ‘do need institutional structures'teyond A
the universities apd serv1ce providers themselves. And we do need
to "make & market' so that' good 'res€arch people can find™“pareers
“other- than in the university. Different structures attract-people
of different motivation, also: To.cite energy R&D again, those .

. national laboratories are able to recruit and- ‘hold outstanding ) "

.engineers and sc1entlsts, persons who could command much higher"
salaries in 1ndustry, because suth 1nd1V1dua1s wished to work

‘under the more settled conditions of‘'a government-funded labora- ‘
tory. @n the other hand, there are excellent proféssional staff

who do thrive on organizational change in any field.

"

Our point is that there are different kinds @f institutions.

whi seem to us necessary to organize the diverse kinds of talent-

edycation must call upon in R&D. Theseinclude the for-profit

dresearch data-handling, test1ng, and publishlng firms; those ngn-

profits which also de11ght in acting in an entrepreneurial fashionj;-
the regional laboratories; un1vers1ty—based individuals and groups;
and the state, intermedlate, and locul eddcation agencies. These
seem to make up a balanced "institutional complex, or at least we do
not immediately'conceive of a type-of R&D setting omitted, and essen-
tial, except possibly for intramural résearch at the NIE itself. We ,
will make.some comments about the capacities and present utilization,

~and some ways capacitles m1ght better be used for each in turd.

Ind;pendent firms. The e repreneurs, either for profit or not,

" . represent a qulck—respon e capability, and an almost incredible flex-

ﬁPlllty of structure and personnel depénding upon the market. As,
wo of our group report after a'visit to one such place: -

’

The interesting phenomenon iIs the difference in exﬁectations-
from what the laboratotries ‘and R&D centers have. (The research
‘center we v151ted) is Teally a business .-and infused with the

4
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ethic of business It is a supremely confident organi—
zatlon which feels that unless the dice are loaded it
can compete effectively with other comparable organiza-
tions or labs and centers. They maintain they have the ,
ability to attach and detach staff easily as problems
arise on which government or other parties want help. -
They make extensive use of consultants to get the jlexi- r
bility and the expertise they know they need. They appar-. = _
ently have not only tidg ability but an’enthusiasm for. .
‘managing in a situation of uncertainty. They. exist on_a
‘year-by-year contract-by-contract basis, and want it that N
T" way. They bdlieve it keeps them on thdir toes and keeps

" them lean, a as a result they welcome annually fac1ng . ‘

the test of ecific contract renewals. Naturally, they ’
tend to recruit people who are not devoted to tenure-type
situations ' a0 ,

- - * X

It seems unlikely that any other types of organization will ever
have the ability to preduce research-based analyses with the’ speed re-
quired by emerging policy debates, to begin national ‘studies withih -
months of the award of funds, or to do any other tasks that are not
rewarded in the university or where the university time-perspective -
is too leng. There are a number of firstgrate such entrepreneurs in ..
thetsocial ‘science field, and they should not be excluded from tMe ‘ ‘
government's R&D effort' but\should be recognized for their unique .’ -

" Universities. It,seems~to us that universities will continue to-
include many, of the first-rate scientists and scholars:who are work-
ing to extend the basic knowledge upon which education ultimately rests.
Indeed, because the range of relevant scholarship is so. immense, its

. organizatlon for productive:work on education is mest difficult. ‘Our
. most basic consideration aftbr looking at-the capacity of universities

to contribute to education R&D is that anly a few models of such organ-
ization are evident--the R&D center and the single—investigator, and

. . .

1We note the 1nterest1ng case of Egucational Testung Service, a non-
profit ageficy where an educami %}%product or g@&fvice' (tests) has also
generated substantial basic énd appfigd R&D ip the firm. Until recently,
perhaps,_ educational materials publishers spent- little on R&D, no doubt
as their market was not based‘on factors thatr could be improved by education
research. = This may be’ changlng, as public systems and their suppliers

feel the effects of pressure for accountability. We also note the
occasional independent research allowed employees of RAND Corporation.
Glearly, the location of R&D, and its diversé sponsorsh1p,_is a complex.

. queBtion which must continually he addressed by NIE data—gathering and
analysis. = . ~

>
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“that thé%e needle;§iy limit our ab%lity to use that capacity.
. : ¢ . .

*.The need for invoivement {n education. research of‘scholars in .’
basic disciplines, and the need to move beyond the isolated work of
individual researchers, led the U.S.0ffice of Education to establish
the university-based;research and development centers in the 1960s.”-
One of our correspondents, closely familiar with the orikins of the
centers, suggests that'whapever the mechanism, thcre is continuing
need for support of basic social science in relatidd to e¥ucation:

v
Iy

.From the very start;’ the program for R&D in education' -
-took these Tacts (of little other support for basie social
L science) .into account and tried to get good social sci-
’eﬁtists to work on education programs... The situation is
still the  same.  In fact, the Federal govefnment seems less

1ikely than ever to set up a program in support of basic

. social science .research, for obvious political reasons.. B

And ] take it that other funding sources are not likely
to take up. the baton. . L R
If that 1s the case, then educatiodLl‘?eseéich 1s still ~
in the fix it was ten years ago; it has to smuggle in
basic research in the social sciences while it pretends.
that:its.ﬁrogram is designed to concentrate on educa-
tional matters. Nor does there seem to have been® a
notable increase in such basic research by "educational' /

reseachers. We cannot, therefore, stop worrying about : R

. education's external intellectual bloodstream.
. And in addition to the continuing need for sustained work on
fundamental problems from a variety of disciplines, we sould note that
the organization of the work should include a continuing 1link to the
world of practice. .In this way, the adﬁanCeg,studehts who must increas-
ingly find‘jobs outside the university will have a sense of how R&D- can
relate .to policy and p;actice, and in addition, the university work will «
stay aware of the needs and realities of the system.

1 : B ’ B
However, university researchers are in many ways unsuited to the

demands of tight timelines and pre-specified ohjectivesrto be attained,
which often accompany Federal R&D funds.2 Problems in education are’ in

'

1

1Appehdix C lists thé preseng R&B centers, t 'ir pérent universitiés,,
and other data.on staff and budget. The history of thelir esta lishmeént
is well summarized in the 1975 Databook, Chapter 4, Section C.~ -

2Ja'nnestoleman's essay on "Policy {esearch in the Social Sciences" <
(Morristown, New Jersey: GCeneral Learning Press, 1972) is an excellent
discussiog of how universitiesﬁshould anot be expected to perform certain
kinds of studies intended to quickly in¥luence policy. The cancer
example cited earlier is another: instance of pressﬁre for solutions, seen
as inappropriate by basic pesearchers.‘ "

~ ' e Y ’
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- decided loss. Again,
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ny cases millennia old and a university group or any, other for that .
matter, can not be expected to find a breakthrough where many have already
uggled and made_1fttle headWway, particylarly if we expec//the diverse
appfoaches of a number of discipline3 to be~integrated, Sty /
" e . . /

The nine present R&D centers have a rdnge .of W rk under Way,v

from heavy concentration on development and marketing) of products,'

- to more detached work to understand educational activities. They - ‘

vary, also, in the degree of emphasis on a common migsion within a

center. The quality and usefulness of their work varies, as judged

by educators in the field and scholarly colleagues, and it seems .

fair to say that ow1ng to the diversity of “the work, it would be ’
rd to judge "centers" according to a common criterion shch as con- :

tribution to kqowledge or help to the f1eld . - . . ;/j

s - T & S

L Organizlng university talent for large efforts in education

R&D 1nevitably confronts issues such as:

]-.
n

*° the balance between autonomy fn staffiﬂé and ties: to ‘ R N
the -departments} : S T, /j}L
‘ : w '_ - N ’ _' . N ~ %
< ° 1ndependence of action and research vs. closer t?es to \" o
the governiffent ; o - ( ST /ﬁ B f
- o o i :{ oo N ﬁ* : ‘%
° term of funding." v ’ s T éf”. _— - et N
. i : : ? ] a
{ We. think that past pressures for rapid deve pment and ev1dence /

of "impact" have probably forced many centérs to n glect basic research and te-

assemble people who could work for immediate mesults unden pressures considera—v
bly diffe¥ent from those.in typical academic life. The r9sult1hg ldck
of consistent interchange with scholars in the disciplines: seems a’ ~; 4
he government's need for demonstZable products |’
r ties to funding agencies than uﬁiversities

has probably leds to clo

‘ typically would wish, andhe terms of funding tmay become shorter w;th 2

repeated competitions in order to maintain pressure and apq% tabllity

These developments seem to be -bafriers to taking full advantage of .university
scholars, and seem almost designed to turn segments of/the university into
1ndependent and lower-status agencies : : A,: N

, If the R&D center is one model pres ntly in use, th s1nglev‘
scholar or small team is the other. Mary \of these were rzpresented in the
. Field-Initiated Sﬁudié% competitions held y the NIE two and three years
ago (in which 82% of the funds went to .colleges and. universities). "We
agree that d1vers1ty of arrangements is pecessary, and we do see a-
place for support of researchers who do not wish to part1c1pate 1%_1arge h
organizations. Indeed, ‘the superior reseakchérs in any fielﬁﬁwho can
obtain funds_éas1ly see no need to have thpse dollars siphoqﬁd off to
‘support "overhead,". see no reaspn to JOln with others of ledser
and as a result, are not often fgund in "centers. i
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. Howevér, our general view of university capacity, and its
Present use, can be summarized thus: . T y
.. ! 1.. The need to support basic work in sqeial sc1enée is ' &
' " ~ as great today as when the R&D centers were flrst

" established.- ‘ ¢

A very wide range of university talent in numerous de-

drtments and professional schools,~can be relate4 to
thé national R&D effort in educatlou. )

. 3. While the university effort in education R&D needs \\
- . for. yarxous purposes to be related to the world:of- - AR
‘practice, ‘the work should not be judged by.4ts >immedi- ~
- ate contrlbutlons to solv1ng specific problems in. ' ) -
= " 'the field. A '
4. Arrangemerits to capitalize on the- talenté at upgiversities
: must take.a great many forms, . not 31mply centers or iso-
lated professors, and must take 1nto account the need
for relatlve independemce and long—tefm support for
max1mum effectrve use of. that talent.

]
L]

o 5. R&D in education'must be organized.atfuniversitieS'in such ..

a way as to maintain the links with departments in the
disciplines beyond education Wthh are its intellectual Lk
underpinnings. '

T

Thd last two points are most important to us. We feel it is part-
icularly essential to imagine ways of relating to universities that~:
draw on the best people there, ra her than relying -exclusively on a separate

entity which establishes its own staff on soft funds, potentially unre- .

. lated to the academic and intellectual life of the. rest of thé university.
The arrangehments used must be apt for engaging the present scholars,

. where they have contributions to make, not establishing a second-class
.. set of c1tlzens, impermanent and-isolated.

: I3 .
\ : a ’
lSat_n Sieber of our group has argued in his book Reforming the University:
The Role of the Social Research Center (New York: Praeger Publishérs,

- 1972) that the "integrative functions'" of university research centers
are severely hampered 'if such agencies are not able to operate as secure
and stable entities. ,He sees this integration taking" place as .the cen-
ters span boundaries between usually distinct areas: ' university and
society; research and service; student and teacher (through research

apprenticeships); educatlon and basic disciplines; intellectual work
. and management.

<

~%
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&
.
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In addition ta persons in regular departments and the schools
of ‘education, there are other resources in universities not much tapped.f’
at present. These include: ‘

# A o | o
» 0 Schools of business, which have a growing interest in N
g public management; ‘ ‘
i O Policy-science departments or institutes, where people
“ are coming together around general issues in the desigmd,

implementation, and-evaluation of public programs;
. L. - .

0 Schools of public administration, where focus is shift-
»ing’towardsupolicy-making; as well as its execution.
We do not have a clear formula to suggest that will in all cases -
hook the right parts of universities together for various education R&D .
purposes. We do have a sense that more optlons should be explored, as
the present capacity is under-used and 1ts procurement bound essentially
- by two limited concepts--the center and the individual or small project.
We have in mind a least two other modes. ’
1. ’An up-do-date survey should be done of university faculty”?
and the departments,' schools, and institutions in which they
work to determine their- potential for an interest inveducatiGhal
R&D. Based on a determination of high potential,. the precise
form of the organization could well be left to the uUniversity
or a major segment of it, with considerable discretion left to
the grantee-to put together a combination of people in whatever
form and manner is appropriate to it. If this turns out to be
through an established R&D center, so be it. If the mechanism
is an inte;nal university foundation, so be it. -

. L}

2. When the government defines certain work needing to be done,

and finds scattered university resources available that may A N
not naturally come together in a joint effort, procyrement
rules must be, interpreted to allow the government to bring . .

the parties together, broker agreements, and emerge with a
total resource greater than the parts alone.

We have been told several times of the success of the National Science
-Foundation in drawing world-renowned university figures in Boston and
Cambridge ‘into science curriculum development. The me’ was a loose,
time-limited entity called Educational Services Incorporated (ESI), whiéh
had a few central services, but chiefly organized the part-time efforts .
-of many others from the university community. While we feel this example
is in many ways unique, it ddes underscore ¥ general point, that education
R&D in the present era need not hold, to one or two ways of organivlng
university resources. We find special merit in the argument drawn from
this example, that we need not be bound to permanent institutions,
in universitites or anywhere, that live on after their missions are
tompleted. ) : .

¢
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~ When we return to specific NIE policies, we &ill discuss further
our notions of reducing the present number of centers, which would
give room for ‘creating a variety of new arrangements that suit the NIE
program areas and are B tter adapted to the special circumstances of
universities. :

Laboratories, Ehgithird set of institutions whose capacity we
must address is the regional educational laboratories, established by
the U.S.0ffice of Education yporl passage of new leg1slat1ve authority
in & 1965 amendment .to the dobperative Research Act. As the Background
Report on the '"Labs and Centéxs'' outlines, twenty were created ori-

“ginally, dispersed throughout/the country as the name implies. As
appropriations failed to imt éase, nine were closed by USOE in 1970, and four more
have ceased to receive Federal: funds since then. Even with these reduc-
tions from the original numbers, by the time of our survey of the re- )
maining seven laboratories in April. 1975, they,emp;eyed almost 700 ’ /
full-time equivalen* professional staff, or clése to’ten percent of /
our estimate for the nation s entire R&D workforce. Further, their /
,annual budgets in EX*975 totalled over $20 mlllion, SLB million of /

L8 which came from NIE,2 ' o - /

' pd :

Our general feeling, after considerable listening & Yleaders of< ‘

the laboratories both together. and individually, examinin%?lengthy,l S

questionnaire returns, talking with past and present Federal goévern— - .7 : (/’

~»°  ment staff, and having the benefit of the written views of several ;f"

dozen observers of edugation R&D, is that the concept was distinctive / - ¥

and important when firt broached, and remains sound. However, we .

Vs

. are wide of the mark in many ways .in the present implementation of {v.

By "the concept," we mean at the most basic level, the idea of
establishing long—term R&D institutions distinct from both the univer-
sity and the operating education system, and not in the market to do
odd jobs of rescarch or service, but to cayry on substantial work on

-' complex problems. The task force which originally framed the idea
had in mind the creation.of a small number of high- Quality national
laboratories comparable’ to those of the Atomic Energy Commission, and
perhaps with .other features similar to some of the clinical facilities

of the National Inst1tutes of Health.
o

= »
1Prepared by NIE staff for the National Council on Educational Research |
for its March 5, 1975 meeting. f
l‘, .
éppendix.c gives further data on laboratory staff and budgets.

ERIC L. o | :
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» - How has the concept weathered a decade of efforts to implement
it? One former official of the U.S.0ffice of Education who was close-
ly involved during the treation of the laboratory legislation offers

thif further personal recollection-of what the laboratories were to
be: o '

The laboratories would caPitalize on (the potential of
.8reat advances in basic knowledge) by devoting atten-

tion to basic research but would devote prime attention
to "development and -dissemination of educational inno-

» vations." The laboratories would have strong l1links to .,
state departments of education, to school systems (par-
ticularly for teacher training and field'testing), to
universities and industry.» Every laboratory would have
one or-more expérimental schools "more or less under its

_ own jurisdiction." - Together, the laboratories would

X form a nacrionwide network to test the feasibility of
new methods. They would also:estahlish effective chan-

~ nels of communication among themselves, collaborating !
easily and continuously. Teacher training was to be__ “,
an integral and major part of the lab program, with :

- new madels for the zducation of teachers eme%ging in

the process. 